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DISCUSSION 

A DISCLAIMER 

THE too flattering notice of myself by Professor James, in this 
Journal (January 20), contains a statement which I think 
I should ask leave to correct. Professor James credits me with 
"breaking loose from the Kantian tradition that immediate feeling 
is all disconnectedness." But all that I have really done here is to 
follow Hegel. In this and in some other points I saw long ago that 
English psychology had a great deal to learn from Hegel's teaching. 
To have seen this, and to some extent to have acted on it, is all that 
common honesty allows me to claim. How far Hegel himself in this 
point was original, and how again M. Bergson conceives his own 
relation to post-Kantian philosophy, are matters that here do not 
concern me. I write merely to disclaim for myself an originality 
which is not mine. It belongs to me no more than does that heroical 
perversity or perverse heroism with which also I find myself credited. 

F. H. Bradley. 

A CORRECTION 

To THE Editor of the Journal of Philosophy, 

Dear Sir: The critical parts of Professor Montague's review of 
my "Pluralistic Universe" in your number of March 17, have such 
a crushing sound that, in order that careless readers may not sup- 
pose me quite annihilated, I am tempted to make brief reply. 

My lecture on the "compounding of consciousness" was an inci- 
dent in my attempt to refute absolutism, and placed itself explicitly 
on idealistic ground. In a world of mere "consciousness" (or of 
purely "subjective states") I asked, "how can parts and whole be 
numerically identical, when their 'content' is so different in form?" 
Dr. Montague seems to forget this entirely, and when he brings in a 
"realistic" world of independent objects and witnesses as the solu- 
tion (pp. 148-9) he forgets with equal completeness that I (on pp. 
200-3 of my book) indicate exactly that view as one possible solution. 

My book doesn't even enter into the general question of how sub- 
jects know objects. I have treated of mediate knowledge in "Prag- 
matism" and in the "Meaning of Truth," of immediate knowledge 
(or direct perception) in the early article in this review ("Does 
Consciousness Exist?") to which Dr. Montague briefly refers. If 
he wishes to demolish my epistemology I beg him to take those writ- 
ings as his objects of attack. 

I say nothing of my critic 's remarks on the logic of the Achilles, 
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etc. Perhaps if he were to spread them out more fully, I should find 
them easier to apprehend. 

Sincerely yours, 

Wm. James. 

Cambbidqe, Mass. 

AN EXPLANATION 

I AM extremely sorry if in my review of "A Pluralistic Universe" 
I gave a false impression of its author's position with respect to 
the points mentioned in his letter. Professor James charges me with 
"forgetting completely" that on pages 200-8 of his book he has "ex- 
plicitly" put forward the theory which I accept as a satisfactory 
solution of the collective-distributive puzzle. Now after several re- 
readings of these pages I am unable to find any statement of the 
theory which I defended, that I should regard as adequate. I do 
find at the bottom of page 200 a statement that many witnesses can 
know the same object, which would seem to be explicitly identical 
with my view ; but in the next paragraph at the top of page 201, I 
find this view interpreted as implying that the fields of the several 
consciousnesses are distinct entities and that the common object of 
their knowledge lies beyond them, which is decidedly different from 
the view that I maintained. Moreover on page 206 the author says 
of this point of view "how can one and the same objects appear so 
variously? Its diverse appearances break it into a plurality; and 
our world of obejcts then falls into discontinuous pieces quite as 
much as did our world of subjects." And again (page 207) "In my 
heart of hearts, however, I knew that my situation was absurd and 
could only be provisional." Inasmuch as I had contended in my 
article that the absurdity which Professor James charges against 
this view depended solely on his interpreting the many witnesses as 
necessarily having distinct rather than overlapping fields of con- 
sciousness, thus implying a dualism between the field of consciousness 
and the object known, I can hardly feel that the passages to which 
Professor James refers contain an "explicit statement" of my own 
position, which it was incumbent upon me to recognize. 

To Professor James's protest that I forgot that he was address- 
ing himself to idealists and speaking from the idealistic standpoint, 
in pressing home the difficulty of identifying a distributively known 
and a collectively known object — I can only reply that I got and still 
get overwhelmingly the impression that he is speaking not as an ideal- 
ist to idealists, but in his own person and voicing his own opinions 
when he says "I must in short bring back distinct spiritual agents 
... or else I must squarely confess the solution of the problem im- 



